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A. f \i' umber of ( i f catioi 
There are 28 claims pending in this application. 

B. Current Status of Claims 

1. Claims canceled: 1-25, 29,37 

2. Claims withdrawn from consideration but not canceled; None 

3. Claims pending: 26-28, 30-36, 38- 55 

4. Claims allowed: None 

5. Claims rejected: 26-28, 30-36, 38-55 

C. ("hums On Appeal 

fhe c aims on appeal art C 'arms 26-28, 30 36, and 38 35 
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II. ORr ^ >n v 1 « i N > v I r~j * N \ n > 

(■ laims 26, 27, 3 1 - 35, 50.43, 45 and 50-55 stand 1 ejected undet 35 I hi § 103(a) 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0 1 679931 to Jang et a! (herein 
"Jang et al.") In view of U.S. Patent No. 6,256,334 to Adachi {hereinafter NAdachr). 

Claims 28, 36 and 44 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C § 1 03(a) as being unpaieotabi 
Jang and Adachi as applied to claims 26, 34 and 42 and m further view of U.S. Patent 
Publication No. 2003/0206561 to Schmidl (hereinafter "SchrrudP). 

Claims 30, 38 and 46 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentabi 
Jang and Adachi as applied to claims 26, 34 and 42 and in further view of U.S. Patent No 
6,333,937 to Ryan (hereinafter "Ryan"}; 


and Adachi as applied to claim 42 and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 7, 1 1 0.472 to Sakoda 
{hereinafter "Sakoda"). 

Claim 49 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable ovei jane and 
Adachi as applied to claim 42 and in further view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0078006 
to Mahan> (hereinaftej Mahan\ ') 
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in. vRi \r \ - 

i ii ! argt ; is as 1 ls. 1 ,J n the \ppea Brief filed on Jul; I 

2009. 

Additionally, in response to the Examiner's Answer mailed on November 2, 2009, 

\ T t it \< 1 t lit 1 IKK ! 1 i 1 i f P f II sO i 

Arguments" sec io; oi 1 l \ hs A i 

First, the Examiner's Answer, at pages ! 7-18, attempts to cure deficiencies pointed out 
wi i ct t iairn rejections s discus 1 \, appeal h t at page 

i t i ui i ^ t i 2 i ji < •> m i i r > ^ 
However, this still fails to refute the fact dial Jang et ah is deficient insofar as thai it fails to 
iiscloseoi i st the de munition t transrniss >n tu i ; >ased on i particnla condition o 
ihc energy level of a monitored frequency band) being met. While, as explained m Appi) cants' 
Appeal Brief. Jang et. al. includes measurement of a received signal strength and the comparison 
of the received signal strength with a reference signal to determine fine measured transmission 
slot has a "good channel state," das still tails to determine transmission liming, even if paragraph 
70 is considered as discussed in the Examiner's Answer. 

in particular. Applicants maintain, as discussed at pages 1 A 1.2 of the Appeal Brief, thai 
thedacn urn n> s Ai \x < 1 ,si < f oak - da e'V ' t - ua uM' o . am to ^ i Ls 
i > nn mini \sk ^ i t i in pk\ a d at * n>l '' 

lli t !il t t v t i t m du v n i 1 i 

good chann e" results in i rial U i s n > i stem 6a • 

if i rK it iii! 1 p i } 1 ban •> u uiUi w o 

detJiiumpiMomMim, r i\ be on o . u io i _im>, s,i'p << ^ ■> 
signal to d tei i n e wheihei t anss iission s oceu using a liming tha ws het t 
established i s nd . ... ■> < _ i J not es m i ' 

to n is io i i ming 

It is further noted that the techniques of Jang et al. do not address "wherein a timing of 
* tl\ ' 1 > aea> at< - v _v t c - _\ - j MiCann t 
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based on a time at which the particular condition is met/' as claimed. All of the discussion in 

i i <. ! i! 0/ <? s/cr b\ \lot fa n 

froiiu to^v o> > - m> ^ oJ'Liush dA and 03 ol >'ii s la 1 1 il i i A it f j 
each time a transmission is to occur, the slot in which the transmission is to occur is fust 
monitored Plus contrat eis e asse eten \g < 1 ch aiel stat ii o ! 

es I ishes tin ng for transmiss n J t 1, in fact, f aches a wt) fro 1 u 

element by requiring slot-by-slot monitoring. 

Hence, one of ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated to use the 
techniques of Jang ct ai. to establish leather transmission timing. 

Furthermore, for these same reasons, the teachings of Jang et al, arc incompatible with 
the teachings ol \da< ii ant s m - ordinary skill in the art would not have combined then 

btadduiot when disc ^ ^ x eh ic Ex xoA Atxswer. at pag i * u < >> • 
be making two statements. One is that ''receiving a R.f signal requires detecting some Rl : 
energy." Examiner's Answer at 1 8. However, this does not. satisfy the claim element of meeting 
Ai particular condition" based on measured signal energy. For one thing, there is no 
measurement. For another thing, there is no condition placed on received signal energy. The 
Examiner's Answer continues, stating, "the particular condition is met when the response signal 
is tn, i>i and j ran im i v j 1 u t h o i*, ici is i u h x w i ^ vn^ i i n 
received." Examiner's Answer at 19. Again, this fails to refer to a condition on a measured 
received energy. 

The second is at the top of page 19 of the Examiner's Answer, which states, "the timing 
of frequency hopping is based on the time value of a received signal, providing the timing 
mmrmauim utA mm n._ v\ ire - \;:s>\ u „i K Flu nerch. confirms 

Applicants" arguments at page 9 of their Appeal Brief, namely, that timing in \d U is set based 
on ixxeiceii limi formuao m ihe u -aena epiiu i t i 

wv v^ , i " (i 'h '< ,1 c i in „ u i tr i uci! corot, i io 

sign, oe'g lie,, - <J \poA j\ 5 .■>, mmt ts incorrect} 

in. iv ,s m 0 m \p i s fe i \d id in tin 1 ^ u s 
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i al mi 1 i v ii th i i * t 

*Oi EUKv.' > uhvoOa'_ J - 1 .iv. <. ^ K _ i d Llv ! tuvl ^iKliMi i! 

oi tKi-< etonbuud 1\>- Oeai funi tlu ta< t -1 at n ! •> 

nc ides i lent o > ^dac en discussing et al., and > \ n oiliei 

applicants havs adc sse< lot t e idt al e ces >i i coi s ell. b 

>> tvisuua; thai, vis i. cures the deficiencies .no other and that one could not combine 

iheru to obtain al; of the elements found in the churns. 

rhereforc \ppik m co in ue to i 1 m n that ail claims os rppeal ai ilk b! o t 

the cued references, 
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